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1.  INTRODUCTION 


A  report  by  the  Management  Services  Division  of  the  Management  Board 
Secretariat  entitled  "Decentralization  of  Government  Administration" 
(December,  1971),  identified  the  potential  benefits  to  be  gained  from 
greater  decentralization  of  Government  Administration.  Inherent  in 
this  concept  was  the  relocation  of  employees  of  the  Ontario  Public 
Service.  One  of  the  recommendations  made  was  that  the  opportunities 
for  dispersal  be  studied  in  depth  in  selected  Ministries,  to  develop 
methodology  for  general  application  to  the  entire  Government.  (See 
Volume  I  of  the  Task  Force  Report  for  background  information  concern¬ 
ing  the  Decentralization  Study). 

The  report  by  the  Management  Services  Division  referred  to  the  process 
of  relocating  personnel  from  Toronto  by  the  term  "dispersal".  In  some 
areas,  this  term  has  adopted  a  certain  meaning  not  entirely  in  concert 
with  its  original  definition.  To  ease  this  interpretative  problem ^  the 
term  "relocation"  will  be  used  henceforth  to  describe  the  process  of 
relocating  personnel  from  Toronto  to  other  localities  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  Also,  a  Glossary  of  Special  Terminology  used  throughout 
this  study  is  included  as  Appendix  1  to  facilitate  understanding  of 
the  concepts  discussed  in  the  report. 

As  the  principal  objective  of  the  study  was  to  determine  the  general 
feasibility,  overall  implications,  costs  and  benefits  of  relocating 
certain  discrete  work  units  from  Toronto  to  other  municipalities,  the 
approach  taken  was  to  concentrate  on  the  development  of  methodology 
rather  than  on  the  generation  of  firm  recommendations  for  specific  work 
unit  relocation*. 

Each  work  unit  has  been  evaluated  to  determine  the  extent  to  which  the 
effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  its  operation  is  dependent  upon  being 
located  at  Queen's  Park  and/or  in  Toronto.  Alternative  receiving 
municipalities  have  been  identified  and  the  resource  requirements  and 
associated  costs  of  establishing  new  quarters  specified.  In  addition, 
the  anticipated  savings  and  other  tangible  benefits  of  relocation  were 
estimated.  If  a  policy  of  relocating  selected  work  units  from  Toronto 
were  to  receive  Government  approval,  the  methodology  developed  with 
regard  to  those  work  units  could  be  applied  in  the  study  of  other 
activities  across  the  Service. 

On  this  specific  study,  the  two  Ministries  selected  for  analysis  were 
Community  and  Social  Services  and  Natural  Resources.  The  Task  Force 
gratefully  acknowledges  the  assistance  provided  by  these  Ministries 
and  their  contribution  to  the  successful  completion  of  the  study. 


*  NOTE:  The  term  work  unit  is  defined  in  the  Glossary  of  Special 
Terminology  and  its  derivation  is  explained  in  Section  2, 
Part  II  of  the  report. 
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2. 


TERMS  OF  REFERENCE 


2.1  Objectives 

To  evaluate  the  benefits  and  costs  of  relocating  discrete  v;ork  units , 
now  in  Toronto,  to  other  communities.  A  standard  methodology  will  be 
developed  to  determine  if  specific  units  should  relocate.  Criteria  for 
selecting  receiving  communities  will  be  developed.* * 


2.2  Scope 


The  opportunities  for  dispersing  work  units**  away  from  Toronto  will  be 
studied  to  find  out  the  advantages,  disadvantages  and  costs. 


2.3  Organization  and  Staffing 

This  study  will  be  directed  by  a  Project  Manager  from  either  the  Manage¬ 
ment  Board  Secretariat  or  one  of  the  participating  Ministries.  Two 
officers  from  the  Management  Board  Secretariat  should  be  assigned  to 
this  study.  In  addition,  one  representative  should  be  appointed  from 
each  of  the  two  or  three  Ministries  selected  for  detailed  evaluation  of 
the  implications  of  dispersal  from  Toronto  and  from  the  Ministry  of 
Government  Services.  Periodic  assistance  also  will  be  required  from  the 
Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs,  (ref. 
Appendix  2) 


NOTE: 

*  Subsequent  to  the  preparation  of  these  terms  of  reference,  the  term 
"municipality"  has  been  adopted  rather  than  the  term  "community",  since 
all  municipalities  are  communities,  but  not  all  communities  are 
municipalities. 

**  Subsequent  to  the  preparation  of  these  terms  of  reference,  the  term 
"relocation"  has  been  used  rather  than  the  term  "dispersal"  to  denote 
the  transfer  of  discrete  work  units  from  Toronto  to  another  municipality. 
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3. 


WORK  UNIT  RELOCATION 


SUMMARY 


3. 1  Findings 

3.1.1  General 


1.  The  results  of  work  unit  relocation  analysis  indicated  that 
certain  additional  costs  would  have  to  be  incurred  before 
anticipated  benefits  could  be  realized. 

3.1.2  Costs 

1.  The  cost  factors  associated  with  relocation  are  of  two  types: 

(a)  Non-recurring  -  These  are  one-time  costs  and  are  associated 
with  the  transfer  of  the  work  unit,  its  staff  and  dependants 
from  Toronto  to  the  new  location.  They  also  include  moving 
of  office  furniture  or  acquisition  of  new  furniture,  moving 
of  files  and  equipment,  installation  of  telephone  and  elec¬ 
trical  services,  accommodation  outfitting  and  the  salaries 
and  expenses  of  staff  responsible  for  planning  and  executing 
the  relocation. 

The  estimated  non-recurring  costs  of  relocating  a  representa¬ 
tive  work  unit  of  44  staff,  including  dependants  to  a  munici¬ 
pality  of  approximately  10,000  population  roughly  100  miles 
from  Toronto  are  as  follows: 

i)  based  on  purchase  of  new  office  furniture  and 
equipment  $172,073 

or 

ii)  based  on  shipment  of  existing  office  furniture 
and  equipment  to  new  location  $164,365 

The  cost  of  relocating  the  staff  members  and  their  dependants 
represents  70-75%  of  the  total  non-recurring  cost  of  reloca¬ 
tion,  with  25-30%  of  the  total  being  the  cost  of  work  unit 
relocation. 

The  estimated  non-recurring  costs  of  relocating  a  representative 
work  unit  of  44  staff  to  a  location  within  or  adjacent  to  the 
boundaries  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  are  as  follows: 

iii)  based  on  purchase  of  new  office  furniture  and 
equipment  $29,026.75 

or 

iv)  based  on  shipment  of  existing  office  furniture 
and  equipment  to  new  location  $20,646.44 
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(b)  Recurring  -  These  costs  are  of  an  annual  or  recurring  nature 
and  are  associated  with  the  operation  of  the  work  unit  at  the 
new  location.  They  include  the  cost  of  accommodation,  inter¬ 
city  telephone  communication  lines  to  Queen's  Park,  travel  and 
transportation  expenses  to  maintain  the  necessary  face-to-face 
contacts,  and  the  provision  of  mailing  and  cartage  services  as 
appl icable. 

The  estimated  recurring  annual  costs  of  operation  of  a  represent¬ 
ative  work  unit  of  44  staff  at  a  municipality  of  approximately 
10,000  population  roughly  100  miles  from  Toronto,  are  $44,717. 

The  estimated  recurring  annual  costs  of  operation  at  a  location 
within  or  adjacent  to  the  boundaries  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  are 
$55,385. 


3.1.3  Benefits 

1.  Benefits  are  of  two  types,  those  which  can  be  quantified  and 
expressed  in  dollars  and  those  which  are  non-quantifiable. 

The  benefits  relate  to  two  areas  of  operation  - 

-  the  work  unit,  and 

-  the  Government  as  a  whole 

2.  The  only  significant  saving  to  a  work  unit  being  relocated 
would  be  the  difference  in  the  cost  of  office  accommodation 
between  that  of  the  central  business  district  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto  and  that  of  a  smaller  municipality.  For  example,  the 
estimated  net  dollar  savings  in  office  accommodation  and  ser¬ 
vices  which  could  be  realized  through  the  relocation  of  a 
representative  Branch  of  44  to  a  municipality  of  approximately 
10,000  population,  roughly  100  miles  from  Toronto,  would  be 
$22,000  annually.  Relocation  to  a  suburban  point  would  result 
in  savings  estimated  at  $11,319  annually. 

3o  Relocation  of  discrete  work  units  would  provide  economic  and 
growth  stimuli  for  the  municipalities  to  which  the  work  units 
are  relocated.  For  example,  the  expected  economic  stimulus  to 
a  municipality  and  its  environs  as  a  result  of  an  income  multi¬ 
plier  applied  to  the  total  salary  of  a  Branch  with  a  staff  of 
44,  as  selected  from  the  study,  would  generate  $1,413,750  in 
economic  benefits  annually.  This  stimulus  would  not  be  applic¬ 
able  when  considering  a  suburban-Toronto  relocation  since  it 
is  likely  that  the  majority  of  staff  affected  would  not  have  to 
change  their  place  of  residence. 

4.  If  the  study  and  analysis  were  to  be  given  a  broader  application, 
it  is  estimated  that  the  relocation  of  1500  to  2300  Toronto-based 
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staff  may  be  a  realistic  goal  and  the  financial  benefits  become 
more  significant.*  The  cost  of  relocating  these  numbers  of  staff 
an  average  distance  of  100  miles  would  be  approximately  $6  million 
to  $8  million  or  $1  million  to  million  if  relocation  were  to 
the  suburbs  of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 

For  relocation  to  selected  municipalities,  an  average  distance  of 
100  miles  from  Toronto,  the  annual  savings  are  estimated  at  approx¬ 
imately  $0.75  million  to  $1.1  million  which  represents  the  difference 
in  accommodation  costs  at  the  new  location  and  the  value  of  current 
accommodation  in  the  central  business  district  of  Toronto.  Annual 
savings  for  the  same  numbers  of  staff  relocating  to  suburban  locations 
are  estimated  at  approximately  $0.4  million  to  $0.6  million. 

The  expected  economic  stimulus  to  the  various  municipalities,  were 
relocations  away  from  Metropolitan  Toronto  to  take  place,  would  range 
from  $48  million  to  $74  million  annually  but  would  not  be  a  consider¬ 
ation  when  relocation  is  to  points  within  or  adjacent  to  the  boundary 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 

5.  Relocation  of  work  units  from  Queen's  Park  would  reduce  the  physical 
growth  rate  of  Government  offices  in  the  central  business  district 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 

6.  Reduction  in  the  Queen's  Park  accommodation  growth  rate  would 
result  in  a  reduced  demand  for  increases  in  transportation  and 
other  municipal  support  services  in  the  central  business  district 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 

7.  There  would  be  an  increase  in  the  visibility  of  Government 
services  outside  of  Metropolitan  Toronto. 


3.2  Conclusion 

Relocation  of  discrete  work  units  from  the  Queen's  Park  complex  to 
municipalities  outside  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  or  to  sites  within  or 
adjacent  to  Metropolitan  Toronto  is  economically  feasible. 


*N0TE: 

The  8000  figure  suggested  in  Management  Services  Division  Report  No.  255 
(December,  1971)  "Decentralization  of  Government  Administration"  (pages  22  and 
23)  is  derived  from  considering  regionalized  program  delivery  staffs  as  well 
as  relocation  of  entire  candidate  Ministries  and  Agencies.  The  1500  to  2300 
figure  is  a  product  of  20  to  30%  of  those  Queen's  Park  staff  of  Branches  and 
Divisions  which  are  not  regionally  organized  and  belong  to  Ministries  not 
directly  involved  in  "Policy  Development"  and/or  "Client  Relationships" 
(Reference  Part  II  Appendix  3).  It  also  excludes  complements  of  the  Ministry 
of  Transportation  and  Communications  (3858),  W.C.B.(320),  O.I.S.E. (606) ,  OoH.C, 
(520)  and  the  LLB0/LCB0(330) . 
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3.3  Recommendations 


It  is  recommended  that: 

1.  The  Government  enunciate  a  ’policy  supporting  the  relocation  of  discrete 
Ministry  work  units  from  the  central  business  district  of  Toronto  to 
Metropolitan  Toronto  or  to  other  municipalities ^  where  it  is  proven 

to  be  economically  feasible  and  practical  in  terms  of  program 
administration. 

2.  Subject  to  the  adoption  by  the  Government  of  a  policy  supporting 
decentralization  and  regional  organization  structuring ^  Ministries 
be  encouraged  to  carry  out  further  research  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  feasibility  of  work  unit  relocation  and  these 
studies  be  incorporated  within  the  terms  of  reference  of  the 
regional  organization  feasibility  studies  recommended  in  Volume  II. 

3.  The  methodology  developed  by  the  Task  Force  for  selecting  Toronto- 
based  work  units  for  possible  relocation  and  for  identifying  alter¬ 
native  receiving  municipalities ,  be  used  as  the  basis  for  future 
research  efforts  in  this  field.  (The  selection  factors  and  their 
individual  weighting  can  be  altered  as  required  to  suit  the  require¬ 
ments  of  individual  work  units  within  each  Ministry). 

4.  Any  decision  to  implement  this  policy  within  a  particular  Ministry 
context^  be  made  only  at  such  time  as  detailed  studies  have  been 
completed  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  full  implications  of 
relocating  particular  work  units  in  terms  of  operational ,  adminis¬ 
trative^  organizational^  and  financial  considerations. 

5.  Continuing  responsibility  for  monitoring  and  evaluating  Ministry 
planning  and  implementation  efforts  in  respect  of  relocation  of 
Toronto-based  work  units  to  other  municipalities j,  and  for  directly 
undertaking  studies  of  an  inter-Ministry  natvcre  for  which  the  need 
may  arise  as  work  unit  relocation  plans  evolve ^  be  assigned  to  the 
Management  Board  Secretariat. 

6.  The  costs  associated  with  the  relocation  of  a  work  unit's  staff 
and  dependants  should  be  identified  separately  from  the  regular 
budpet  programs  and  activities  of  the  Ministry .  Such  a  procedure 
would  avoid  mixing  relocation  costs  with  regular  program  administ¬ 
ration  costs  and  would  permit  monitoring  of  the  cost  of  relocation 
and  its  relationship  to  estimated  benefits. 
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GLOSSARY  OF  SPECIAL  TERMINOLOGY 

Decentralization 

-  the  transfer  of  program  management  and  program 
delivery  responsibilities  and  authority  from 
head  office  to  the  field. 

Delegation 

-  the  transfer  of  decision  making  authority  to 
lower  levels  in  the  management  hierarchy. 

Relocation 

-  the  physical  movement  of  a  discrete  work  unit 
from  the  Queen's  Park  area  to  a  suburban  Toronto 
location  or  to  a  municipality  outside  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto. 

Dispersal 

-  means  the  same  as  relocation. 

Regional 
Organization  or 
Regionalization 

-  the  formal  structure  established  to  manage  and 
deliver  government  programs  on  a  regional 
basis. 

Admi ni strati ve 
Region 

-  a  specific  geographic  area  of  the  province  used 
for  the  planning  and  administration  of  Ministry 
programs. 

Planning  Region 

-  the  specific  geographic  area  of  the  province 
used  by  the  Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics 
and  Intergovernmental  Affairs  for  purposes 
of  economic  and  social  planning. 

Regional 

Administrative 

Centre 

-  the  location  at  which  Ministries  perform 
their  program  management  functions  for  a 
specified  administrative  region,  and  at 
which  certain  common  administrative  and 
operational  support  services  are  provided. 

Discrete 

Work  Unit 

-  for  the  purpose  of  this  study,  is  generally 
taken  to  be  a  Branch  within  a  Ministry. 
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